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400 West 25'" Street #2A (917) 687-8413

New York, NY 10001 ___________-—-"“‘"1 m_asato@ix.netcom.com

February 10, 2004

FeB 1 g 2004
AR

Jonathan G. Katz, Secretary
Secunties and Exchange Commission

450 Fifth Street N.'W.

Washington, DC 20549-0609

Re: File No. No. §7-19-03
Dear Mr. Katz:

I am writing in regard to the agenda of the roundtable on March 10, 2004 that will discuss the rules proposed
by the Commission on Oct. 14, 2003, relating to security holder director nominations.

In its solicitation for comments on its proposed rule on security holder director nominations, it has received
over 12,000 comments. From my perspective, the two key decisions to be made by the Commuission are:
1. whether shareholder “democracy” should be the based on the positive majority power
of appointment (e.g., open shareholder access to the proxy machinery), or the negative
majority power of dismissal (e.g., triggering event via “just vote no” that signifies a
breakdown of the proxy process);
2. whether outside directors should be regarded as delegates for the sponsoring shareholders, or
trustees for the shareholders-at-large. Note that under Madisonian democracy, the Founding
Fathers saw elected officials as Burkean representatives or trustees for the public-at-large.

If I understand Delaware Supreme Court Chief Justice E. Norman Veasey's notion of an evolving expectation
correctly, a breakdown of the proxy process as defined by the SEC would signify a breach of the fiduciary
duty of good faith, which shareholders could then immediately remedy through judicial review. 1 have
expressed my other views on this matter in my comment letter dated June 12, 2003 (Re: File No. §7-10-03)
and I will spare you a regurgitation here.

For the Commissions rule making process to be perceived as responsive, fair and thoughtful, I would suggest
the problem solving approach of the U.S. Army staff study (see attached 1). Instead of problem solving,
what we typically see is “solutioneering,” which is the championing of a proposed solution. The key point
here is that in problem solving, one should always start with the problem (from attachment 2):
' In politics solutions, real or attempted, are normally called policies. Every reputable political
or social policy is a proposed solution to a problem; and we always need to be clear about the
problem before we can propose the solution. We must be able to ask of a policy: ‘To what
problem is this the solution?’ If there is no problem to which a given policy is a solution
then the policy is superfluous.... It 1s essential to start from problems, and to arrive at the
formulation of each policy only as a solution to a problem.
The roundtable could help to clearly formulate the problem(s) to be solved, and flesh out the unintended
consequences of the different policy proposals. As the LMDC’s design competition for the WTC site plan
showed, the openness, transparency and inclusiveness of the problem solving approach should enable the
Commission to sidestep any firestorm that might result from its final rule making.
agerly.
SIS v

Michael Aszito

Enclosures



Appendix D
STAFF STUDIES AND DECISION PAPERS

This appendix gives steps and information on prepar-
ing staff studies and decision papers. Formats for both
are also provided.

STAFF STUDIES

To solve a problem, a staff officer must research the
problem to identify issues, develop and evaluate alterna-
tives, and recommend effective action based on relevant
facts. The staff study is one means to present his find-
ings. Because a staff study generally conforms to the
problem-solving model, it is both a formal military
problem-solving process and a format. The staff study is
the written form of a decision briefing.

Preparing the Staff Study

Procedures for preparing a staff study include the fol-
lowing seven steps:

1.  ldentify and state the problem. This step
is crucial as the actual problem may not at first be obvi-
ous. Therefore, before undertaking the study, the staff
officer must determine exactly what the problem is and
precisely and clearly define the problem’s scope and
limitations. He then writes the problem statement as an
infinitive phrase and submits it for approval to the
authority directing the swudy. The directing authority
also approves any later changes in the staff study’s scope
or direction.

2. List facts and assumptions. After complet-
ing the problem statement, the staff officer lists all facts
bearing on the problem. If crucial facts are not available,
the staff officer uses valid assumptions to replace facts
and describe conditions he must fulfill before accepting
ihe conclusions without reservation. The staft officer
states the assumption in the future or conditional tense
(for example, will or might be this or that). Assumptions
are grounded in factual information. They are statements
that may or may not be true; however, available data in-
dicate that they are true or will be true at some time in the
tuture. A valid assumption would be a fact if current data
could prove it.

3.  Develop possible solutions. After listing all
known facts and valid assumptions, the staff officer
poses possible solutions. He may want to brainstorm

possible solutions before doing intensive research. An
“obviously best” solution is rare. A fter extensive evalua-
tion, the staff officer selects the best available solution,
screening out infeasible or unacceptable alternatives. He
analyzes the remaining alternatives against previously
determined evaluation critena using an “advantages and
disadvantages™ format.

4. Research and collect data. After
developing possible solutions, he begins to collect addi-
tional corroborating facts. Primary sources of informa-
tion are official documents, technical reports, manuals,
previous staff studies, and resources available from li-
braries. The stafl officer may also {ind information in
sources such a3 technical libraries, bibliographies and
abstracts, and the Defense Document Center. If time
penmits, and if it scoms appropriate, the staff officer can
supplement official data with original data from persons
intimately connected with the problem, including expe-
rienced local colleagucs, subject-matter experts, and op-
erational personnel who have first-hand knowledge of
the problem. Methods to consider for collecting original
data might include interviews (either by telephone or
personal visits). letter requests for specific information,
or questionnaires administered to operational personnel.

5. Interpret data. As data collection pro-
gresses, the staff officer begins to pare his list of possible
solutions. He should reject all unsuitable alternatives.
He mayv also identify areas of potential disagreement.
Dealing with this now helps eliminate or reduce possible
nonconcurrences. During the research, the staff officer
should ask, ~Is this solution feasible? acceptable? suit-
able?” Feasible solutions are those that can be imple-
mented with available resources. Acceptable solutions
are those worth the cost or risk involved in their imple-
mentation. Suitable sclutions are those that actually
solve the problem. Looking at feasibility, acceptability,
and suitability will help direct further research by elimi-
nating unsatisfactory solutions, identifying solutions,
and checking them for nonconcurrences. It will also call
attention to the facts and evaluation criteria needed for
evaluating alternative solutions.

6. Evaluate alternative solutions. To do the
staff study properly, the staff officer must consider all
reasonable alternatives (courses of action) as péssible
solutions. The staff otficer relates the evaluation criteria
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to the known facts and valid assumptions. These criteria
serve as the vardstick against which he measures all al-
ternatives. Next. the staff officer corpares and contrasts
the alternatives, It he uses quantitative techniques, such
as a decision matrix, he should use them as back-up data,
place them in an annex, and refer to them in paragraph 5
of the swff study, The best solution will be the most fea-
sible, suitable, and acceptable solution fulfilling evalua-
tion criteria.

7.  Prepare the staff study. The staff study
consists of a summary sheet (body) and annexes. Along
with the 10 basic paragraphs, the summary sheet may
include—-

¢ A list of annexes.

« Concurrences.

+ Nanconcurrences.

» Considerations of nondoncurrences.

* A list of annexes added 1o summarize lengthy non-
concurrences and their considerations.

* Action by the approving authority.
* An implementing document.

Annexes contain details and supponing information.
The staff officer uses them to keep the summary sheet
concise so that readers can use it as a ready reference.
Annex A contains implementing memorandums, direc-
tives, or letters submitted for signature or approval.
Other annexes comain detailed data, lengthy discus-
sions, cxccution documents, and bibliographics. The
staff officer uses appendixes and tabs with capital let-
ters. For example, page A-III-C-5 represenis Annex A,
Appendix III, Tab C, Page 5.

NOTE: See also Appendix H.

Coordinating the Staff Study

Conducting staff studies normally involves codrdina-
tion with other staff officers to obtain concurrences or
nonconcurrences on desired recommendations and other
aspects of the study. The staff officer should anticipate
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nonconcurrences. He should write considerations of
nonconcurrence, assess them objectively and accu-
rately, and make them into enclosures (annexes) to the
statf study.

NOTE: See Figure D-1 for an example of an annotated
format for a staff study. Use memorandum format in ac-
cordance with AR 25-50.

Common Preblems of Staff Studies

The following is.a list of the most common prob-
lems found in staff studies. Staff officers should re-
view this list before beginning a staff study. While
completing the staff study, the officer evaluates it us-
ing these questions:

* 15 the topic too broad?

¢ Is the probiem properly defined?

« Are facts or assumptions clear and valid?

 Are there any unnecessary facts or assumptions?

 Are thete any facts that appear for the lirst time in
the discussion?

+ Are there a limited number of options or courses of
action?

» Are evaluation criteria invalid or too limited?
* Is the discussion o long?

* Is the discussion incomplete: must the reader look
at annexes’

* Does the conclusion include a discussion?

¢ Is the logic incorrect or incomplete: does the con-
clusion follow from analysis?

* Can the solution be implemented within resource
or time constraints?

* Do the conclusions and recommendations answer
the probleny?

+ Is there an “implementing”™ directive?

¢ Have new criteria been introduced?
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Office Symbol (Marks Number) Date
MEMORANDUM FOR ,
SUBJECT: Briefly describe the study's contents. Be specific. Do not just say Staif Study.

1. Problem. Write a concise statement of the problem, stated as a task, in the infinitive or question form; for
example, To defermine.... or How to.... Normally include the who, what, when, and where if pertinent.

2. Recommendation. Recommend a specific course of action (who, what, when, and where). The recom-
mendation must solve the problem. \f necessary ordirected, place animplementing document at Annex A.

3. Background. Provide a lead-in to the study, briefly stating why the problem exists.

4. Facts. State facts that influence the problem or its solution. Make sure the facts are stated and attrib-
uted correctly. The data must stand alone: either it is a clear fact or is attributed to a source that asserts it
true. There is no limit to the number of facts. Provide all the facts relevant to the problem {not just the facts
used to support the study). State any guidance given by the authority directing the study. Refer to annexes
as necessary for amplificatiort, references, mathematical formulas, or tabular data. '

5. Assumptions. identify any assumptions necessary for a logical discussion of the problem. If deleting
the assumption has no effect on the prcblem, you do not need the assumption.

6. Courses of Action. List all possible suitable, feasible, acceptable, distinguishable, and complete
courses of actions. If a course of action (COA) is not self-explanatory, include a brief explanation of what the
COA consists of to ensure the reader understands. If the COA is complex, refer to an annex for a complete
description {including pertinent COA facts).

a. COA 1. List specifically by name, for example, Roule A.
b. COA 2. Same as above.
c. COA 3. Same as above.

7. Criteria. Listthe criteria used to judge COAs. Criteria serve as yardsticks or benchmarks against which
to measure each COA. Define criteria to ensure the reader understands them. Be specific. For example, if
using cost as a criterion, talk about that measurement in dollars. Use criteria that relate to the facts and as-
sumptions. There should be a fact or an assumption listed in paragraph 4 or 5, respectively, that supports
each of the criteria. The sum of the facts and assumptions should at a minimum be greater than the number
of criteria. Consider criteria in three related but distinct areas, as indicted below.

- a. Screening Criteria. Define screening criteria that a COA must meet to be suitable, feasible, ac-
ceptable, distinguishable, and compiete. Accept orreject a COA based solely on these criteria. Define each
criterion and state the required standard in absolute terms. For example, using cost as a screening criterion,
define cost as "dollars” and specify the maximum (or minimum) cost you can pay. In subsequent subpara-
graphs, describe failed COAs and state why they failed.

b. Evaluation Criteria. This is criteria used {o measure, evaluate, and rank-order each COA during
analysis and comparison paragraphs. Use issues that wili determine the quality of each COA and define
how to measure each COA against each criterion and specify the preferred state foreach. Forexample, de-
fine cost as total cost including research, development, production, and distribution in doliars—less is better;
or cost is manufacturer’s suggested retail price—less is better. Estabiish a dividing line that separates ad-
vantages and disadvantages for a criterion. An evaluation criterion must rank-order COAs to be valid.

Some criteria may be both screening and evaluation criteria, such as, cost. You may use one defini-
tion of cost; however, the required or benchmark value cannot be the same for both screening and

Figure D-1. Format for a staff study
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evaluation criteria. If the value’is the same. the criteria will not distinguish between advantages and dis-
advantages for remaining COAs.

{1) Define Evaluation Criteria. FEach evaluation criterion is defined by five elemants written in
paragraph or narrative form.

» A short title. (“Cost," for example.)
« Definition. (The amount of money to buy . . )
» Unit of measure. (For example, US dollars, miles, acres.)

« Dividing line or benchmark. (The point at which a criterion becomes an advantage. ldeally the
benchmark should resuit in gaining a tangible benefit. Be able to justify how you came up with the
value—through reasoning, historical data, current allocation, averaging.)

* Formula. (Stated in two difference ways. That "more or less is better” {$400 is an advantage,
>$400 is a disadvantage, less is better} or subjectively in terms such as "a night movement is better than a
daylight movement.”) :

(2) Evaluation Criterion #2. Again define and write the criterion in one coherent paragraph.
To curtail length, do not use multiple subparagraphs.

(3) Evaluation Criterion #3, and so on.

c. Weighting of Criteria. Establish the relative importance of one criterion over the others. Explain
how each criterion compares to each of the other criteria {equal, favcred, slightly favored), or provide the val-
ues from the decision matrix and explain why you measured the criterion as such.

NOTE: Screening criteria are not weighted. They are required, absolute standards that each COA must
meet or the COA is rejecled.

8. Analysis. For each COA, list the advantages and disadvantages that result from testing
the COAs against the stated evaluation criteria. Include the payoff value for each COA as tested. Do not
compare one COA with the others (that is the next step). Do not introduce new criterion. 1f there are six crite-
ria, there must be six advantages or disadvantages (as appropriale) for each COA. if there are many "neu-
iral” payoffs, examine the criteria to ensure they are specific and examine the application of the criteria to
ensure it is logical and objective. Neutral should rarely be used.

a. The first subparagraph of the analysis should state the results of applying the screening criterion if
not aiready listed in paragraph 7a(2). List screened COAs as part of paragraph 7a for clarity and unity.

b. COA 1. {List the COA by name.)

(1) Advantage(s). List the advantages in narrative form in a single clear, concise paragraph.
Explain why it i5 an advantage and provide the payoff value for the COA measured against the criteria. Do
not use bullets; remember, the paper must stand alone.

(2) Disadvantage(s). List the disadvantages for each COA and explain why they are disadvan-
tages. Include the payoff values or how the COA measured out.

c. COA 2.
(1) Advantage. If there is only one advantage or disadvantage, list it as shown here.

(2) Disadvantage. If there is no advantage or disadvantage, state ‘none.”

Figure D-1. Format for a staff study (continued)
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8. Comparison of the COAs.

a. After testing each COA against the stated criteria, compare the COAs to each other. Determine
which COA best satisfies the criteria. Develop for the reader, in a logical, orderly manner, the rationale you
use to reach the conclusion in paragraph 10 below. For example, Cost: COA 1 cost less than COA 2, which
is equal to the cost of COA 4. COA 3 has the greatest cost.

b. You can use quantitative techniques (such as decision matrixes, seleci weights, and sensitivity
analyses) to support your comparisons. Summarize the results of these quantitative techniques clearly so
that the reader does not have to refer o an annex. Do not explain the quantitative technique, simply state
what the results are. Remember, quantitative techniques are only tools te support the analysis and compari-
son. They are not the analysis and comparison.

10. Conclusion. Address the conclusion drawn from analyzing and comparing all the relevant factors (for
example, COA 2 is the best COA because . . .). The conciusion must answer the problem statement. if it
does not, then either the conciusion or the problem statement is incorrect.

Encl

1. Implementing document (TAB A)
2.

3. ‘ (Signature Block)
4.

NOTE: Address supporting enclosures in the body of the study. The enclosures you produce (implementing
document, decision matrixes, and so on) must comply with common format requirements {AR 25-50).

Concurrences/Nonconcurrences: (List directorates/agencies/persons with whom you must coordinate.)

Section/Agency Concur/Nonconcur Date

NOTE: Each officer must initial his/her concurrence or nonconcurrence, followed by his rank, name, position
and/or title, telepnone number, and E-mail address, and briefly state the reason for his nonconcurrence.
This statement normally is on a separate page that will become an annex to the study.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence: The author of the study states the results of the consideration of any
nonconcurrences. He either briefly states the results or attaches them as another annex. If consideration
shows he cannot support the concurrence he must state the reasons. The author signs or initials the consid-
eration of nonconcurrence(s).

Figure D-1. Format for a staff study (continued)
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What Use is Popper to a Politician?

BRYAN MAGEE

Some years acquire symbolic status, and one such year is 1968. All
over Europe and the United States university students exploded
into violent rebellion. Insofar as this would-be revolution had an
ideology it was unquestionably Marx-inspired, even if the
Marxism was not always orthodox. It so happens that in the years
1970-1971"1 was teaching philosophy at Balliol College, Oxtord.
And because of Qxford University’s system, almost unique, of

~individual tuition for undergraduates, this meant I found myself in

a continuing one-to-one relationship with bright students who
were in the throes of revolutionary fervour,

Arguing with them was enormously illuminating for me. 1t
seemed as if the more intelligent they were the more passionately
Marxist they were—but also the more affected they were by intel-
lectually serious criticisms of Marxism, which usually they were
hearing for the first time. It was when they found themselves
unable to meet these that they revealed where their fundamental
motivation: lay. This was not usually a positive one of belief in
Marxist ideas. Still less was it commitment to communist forms of
society, which usually they had been defending wnthOLTHmowmg

anything_about the reality of them.!The motivation was usualy

negative: it was mablllty or refusal to come to terms with their own
society as they saw it. Psychologically, thxs was nearly always at
the root of their attitude.

Basically the chain of cause and effect between their ideas
seemed to go something like this. They longed to live in a perfect
society. But only too obviously the society in which they found
themselves contained serious evils. So this form of society had to

be Lej'e_gtgcj.lA particularly interesting point here is the fact that,

because what they demanded was perfection, they thought that if
anything was seriously wrong then the whole must be rejected. If,
say, newspapers reported cases of old and poor people dying of
hypothermia in winter because they had no heating in their homes
the students would say savagely “There’s something sick about a
society that lets old people freeze to death in the winter’. If there
were reports of students unable to take up university places
because of an inability to get grants they would say ‘There’s some-
thing fundamentally rotten about a society that refuses to educate
people unless they’'ve got money.” It was virtually a formulaic
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response, of the fixed form: ‘There’s something fundamentally
rotten about any society in which x happens’, with x standing for
any serious social evil. If anything at all was seriously wrong, the
whole of soc:ety_‘was sick: unless everything’s perfecr everythmg

And it quxte naturally made those who held it 1eccpt1\'c to a holm-
tic as well as systematic social critique of the only society they

Kknew. Mt also. led most of them to suppose, erroneously, that there
must be something somewhere that was infinitely better: since,
plainly, things were not perfect here, they must be perfect some-
where clse—or, at least, people somewhere else must be trying.
Crniticisms of communist reality were nearly always met by the
counter-accusation that things were just as bad here, if not worse,
and at least the Communists were striving to realize a moral ideal,
_which our cynical and self-interested politicians were not.

These attitudes dl&pldy several errors of a fundamental character

to which intelligent people in general are prone when they think
about politics. Instead of starting from what actually exists, and
trying to think how to improve it, {they start from an’ideal of the
perfect society, a sort of blueprint in the mind, and then start
thinking of how to change society to fit the blueprint. If they can-
not see any practicable way of getting from reality to the blueprint
they may be tempted then to think in terms of sweeping reality
away, in order to start from scratch, in order to realize the blue-
_print, .
Karl Popper s ideas are a marvellous antidote to such illusions.
First of all he is insistent on its being an inescapable fact that
wherever you want to go you have to start from where you are.
Fven the most cataclysmic revolution is an attempt to achieve cer-
tain ends, a way of trying to change society as it actually 1s into a
different form of society that is preferred. And as the history of
revolutions illustrates, existing society never is swept completely
away; huge and important features of it always persist into the suc-
cessor society, usually to the bafflement and chagrin of the revolu-
tionaries. As a way of achieving desired social change revolution is
exceedingly cost-ineffective as well as ineffectual. First and fore-
most, large numbers of people get killed,*or are made to suffer
appallingly in other ways. Second, desirable as well as undesirable
social fabric is destroyed. Third, unrestrained violence on a large
scale 1s uncontrollable when accompanied by a breakdown in the
social order. Fourth, because it is uncontrollable the kind of soci-
ety that emerges from it is nearly always one which the revolution-
aries themselves say is quite different from what they wanted.

All forms of political thinking that start from blueprints of what
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What Use is Popper to a Politician?

is desired are anathema to Popper, and rightly so. {All modern
forms of socicty are in a state of perpetual change, and as time goes
by the pace of this change gets faster, not slower, If we were to set
ourselves the task of actualizing the most ideal blueprint, and then
succeeded in actualizing it, even then change would not just sud-
denly stop. Marx and Engels thought it would—thought that with
the realization of their perfect society history would come to an

‘end. But nobody now believes this. Change will go on. So from the

very moment we actualize our blueprint reality will start moving
away from it and turning into something else. So the real political
task is not to actualize an ideal state of affairs that can then be pre-
served for ever. This is the task to which the greatest political
thinkers of the past, such as Plato and Marx, addressed them-
selves, but in reality it is not even an option. The real political task
1s to manage change,

As part of the process of perpetual change, peoples’ aspirations
and prioritics perpetually change. So again, there too, even if we
were able to start out with an ideal blueprint, and to succeed in our
approach to it, as we worked towards it peoples’ wishes would
start moving away from it, so that even before we achieved it
scarcely anybody would wholeheartedly want it. Something close
to this has only too obviously happened in the late twentieth cen-
tury with the ideal of socialism under its classic definition of pub-
lic ownership and centralized planning of the means of production,
distribution and exchange—an ideal which eariier in the century
powerfully motivated milthons of intelligent and well-meaning
people, yet to which now scarcely anyone subscribes.

There is a nced for perpetual revision of aspirations and goals,
and this is intmical to the whole 1dea of a blueprint. Blueprints are
fixed, static: if they changed unceasingly they would not be blue-
prints. They are therefore at best a source of never-ending prob-
lems, given the reality of permanent social change, and only too
O_fte_rg__t_}_\_ev are a source of tragedy. iBecause they are fixed, peoples’
attitudes towards them become fixed: they become objects of
quasi-religious commitment and belief. And because they are seen
as ideally desirable, political opponents who actively try to prevent
them from being realized come to be looked on as wicked people
who must be stopped, perhaps even removed from the scene alto-
gether; and their elimination is seen as fully justified, indeed

demanded, morally. [Blueprlnfs thus lead to rigidity, fanaticism,

and through them to anti-rationality in many forms. The man
with a blueprint usually knows he is right; and because of his utter
certitude he feels justified in eliminating opposition by whatever
means may be found necessary.

261

-



£9¢

-9WOoSs SE pUy "paionpuod ied isow sy 103 si so03ijod 3j1]-{B31 MOy
J0U SI SIY3 1BYL 221{eds 03 ss3.1d SNOLIIS Y1 JO 19PEB3IS IAIIUINE AIJA €
9Q 0} PaauU J0U Op RO X "31am I YSim LJUO | 'Sno1aqo A[Suisseriequua
st 31 Les Aew djdoad swog .E:us__oa jesnoead ayy o3 Jaddoyg
£q papuawiwiodas >wc~ovo~tw~c Y3 S1 ‘duIpINo Jsaeq st Ul sy,

o "Pajle} puUE }1 3A[0S 0) Patl) JAeY
am [run Lj{ny wa[qoad B pueisiapun £[[Bal WOP[S 9M JBY) SYIeWal
ioddoyq ‘paspul ‘Suocim sem woa[qold INO JO UONBWIOY eI
N0 JeYl 3Is 03 A|pIL[aq 2wWod ABW Im swaqold jo uonenuiiog
3yl ‘§orq I3yingy 38e3s sU0 $s3d0xd Yl Ul os{e INQ WO Ul Kjuo
J0U SI0119 3YFI| 01 Burnrg dew uoneiuswajdwi 1dyl pue sadijod
AUrpunoLIns eYap Yl 1Byl palaquialual aq sAem[e pinoys ij

"31e0S 38.4e| B UG 3q A[[BNSN [[IMm SayeisSiw
3$IYJ SIUAIIDR JUIWUISA03 BUISQ puB p[nom IsimIaylo Aay) ueyl

193u0f yonw Joj sadndeid [njwiey pue A[3Sod ‘uajeisiw ul 3sisiad
0} punoq ale sS3JANDE 13Y} JO WSIONLID pue a3eqap &_Q:a pPIqIoy
1R} SJUSWIUIAA0L) “ssautddey uewny pue $9dIN0Sal QW Ul o [[144
Juraes 9y} 1518318 33 Paijlauapl aie s3d110eId [njWIRY I2U00S AY)
‘uredy "spasp su os[e nq sjesodoid s jusuruiaaogd e Ajuo 10U 9zZId
-13LID 01 931} 9q 01 paau 3[doad 311333])3 3q 03 1eY] 10J pue ‘uondE
ur £orjod 3ryqnd jo Surrojiuow [earyoead ays saxmnbai siy |, "pInoys
43y1 se Julod 30U are sFuryl eyy Lrpigissod syl 1oy 1sfe 2Y)
uo aq o3 ‘aasoddo ay1 Ing ‘fjam 1 [[e 1BL) dduUBINSSEIL FUINIIS 9
01 30u s1 Juryl juertoduwui 1sow syl 28e1s SIY) 1y "padoy se durjiom
jou st 3Byl udis 1s11} 9yl JUIYMEd 03 MIA B Yim ino Juijlom £
~{enide St 31 MOy Uo va 3q 01 spanu 343 [BdN1ID Bifadonoeld out and

U93(] pUEB UOISSNISIP [BONILID paalains sey Aotjod e 1aijy ‘aoue(idia
{ed1121091 se [[am se [edn3orld 10] PIau e $1 315Yy3 0g "saduanbasuod
U338210JUN 3aBY sUOOE 1Nn() "duodm 08 [jus |[ia ssuiyl ‘9o0oead
ojur nd aie pasosduwar Afjeonud snyy siesodoid ayl pue ‘uoissi
-Sip [EO1IID AQ PIlBUIWI[I UIIq sey uolleidadxa padejdsiu jo |eap
18313 B Jajje Uaaz] “AemAuUr SAYEBISIW 3q [[Im 13(] 9$IN0D JO pUY
'2q 0} paau aIay) ueyy siaisesip Aojod
-oigqnd ‘A]150D 3J0W puUR ‘310W 3q A[(BIIAIUIL [[IAL I3 UOISSNISIP
Uyons noyiim :papioAe 3q 01 pP33pul Sl JOLI3 3[eds-adie| A[qepIOAE
JU [B13U9ssa 210ja13yy st sawrjod judwuiaaod pasodord jo uoissnd
-sIp o1qnd [BdN1ID 334 pue |[ng ‘saal] sajdoad uo 3153jj9 3s93eaLd
3yl ynm pue ‘3unydeq [nj1amod 1sow 343 Yiia pue ‘ajeds 3sagdae] ay)
uo 3onoe1d ojul Ind SIe 1LY SIUO Y IR ISIY) ASNLIIQ ‘IUIWLID
-A038 JO 9s0Y) 318 ‘[NJINIJ ISOW ISNBI3( ‘9[(RIISIP 310W Si WSIDNLID
aA1303339 asoym sjesodoard oy g, ‘suo jeaudesd L[papeay-piey e ing
‘rajzew LIrgj-A4ie ‘J0BIISQR UEB 10U ST DU SIY] JO 318qap e os ‘ssourd
-dey uewny pue $32IN0SAI HIWOU0I ‘dWil} Ul Fuiaes 3y} La1eald ayy
‘adels SIYl 1B WISIDNILID AUl 9AI103})3 S10W 3y [, "A31[Eal 03Ul pauin)

sueronIjod e o) yoddog s as() 1eyp

-¥

A A

~

e

I 2N A S

-

g -

et

— ,\,A e _1_,_ Q_M

e

, 9t
aze A5 24035Q ydy 01 synej aayy BuiBunig jo 10af{qo 1oidxe
a4yl Yim ‘pajegep pue paululexa A[[edNILID 3q 01 paau suohlnjos
pasodoud 0g ‘papioae pue ud9salo} ulaq AQ paziwiuiw aq pInoys
SROBgMEIP 2§94) JBY) UIIDUO0D [ednoedd 1eaId jo JdneW ' SI 1]

'$309}J9-3pIs jruUN}IofUN
2arY 10 ‘pIA[DAUL S[BNPIAIPUL 2yl JO 3WOS IIBUSLR 10 ‘SUI0SIS(
-wInd AJeanessiutwpe 3q 03 aaoid 10 ‘90w 1500 10 ‘pardadxa ueyy
128uo] ey sainseaw s3unjelrispun 2qisuas Apualtedde isowr dyy
Ul uaaj] "estie sdeus pajdadxaun ‘Juiyidue ‘Buiylawios op 03 jie3s
nod se uoos sy "aonoeld ur [[om £134 1IN0 H1om ‘patn i ‘Ajjenide Jou
pinom suonnjos pasodoad ays Jo 1sow JouU 1 AUBW 38103 JO Ing

Ul s3wod sontjod sane

-312 1Yl ‘S13ymAUER JI ‘3U3Y SI'IL Ajjens() “aanlzenul paadxaun aoj
‘uoista pue uondsdstad jo ssauysady 10] ‘Aynuslul pue uolleulZeL
10] os[e pue ‘ssaupfoq i3eaid 1oy Anuniioddo aq uea aisy)y Ajjedadss
2833 SIY3 3y "suonN[0s I[qIsSOd 2ATIRUIIIR 19pISU0D 0} ST do)s 3xau

33 ‘pole|nuuiog A[Ieo]d put paijliuspi iaag sey Eo‘._nohm B ou(
‘uonsod jeyy
wiodj plemioj saow 03 s1dwaiie 3uo 210}J3q swajqoid jo uonenul
-10] PUE UONBIIJIIUIPI Y] OIUI 08 0] SPIau Ylom pue IYdnoy) puw
a[gnos pue suig Jo 10[ B 0g “jryuriey Ajqissod synb ‘3a103)49 jou
‘U0 Fuoam ays 3¢ [[Im aind pasodoad ayy asImIsylo ‘aind 03 spIdd
-o0ad suo 210J9q 1311 sisoudelp 333 01 soueiroduwl JSOWIN Y] JO S
1] "pAIrgap Ajydnoloyy ag PiNoYSs S9OUIIRJJIP ASAY) PUB ‘sUOLINjOS
JO swB) Ul Uiyl 0) unSaq UIAD SBY 3UO 310J3q ‘a1e swajqosd ayy

ieym 1noge uoiudo ? $AOURIJP 3q ‘A@rewnda] ‘{jim a1y,
‘4110 OS pUE Uo 0%
pu\ ($9IRIG PaIIUM] O3 ::.S SUOIIR[II 1IN0 Ul SN 3DEJ 1Byl swajqod
utewr oyl are ‘Kjasizaxd ‘1eypp fme] 9yl Isuiede S19puajjo agde-usa)
JO Juaunea1d Yl yum sn 30e} eyl swajqoid ulew ay) aie ‘Ajasio
-21d ‘1eypn juoneonpa Afvwinid Jo pIaly Ayl Ul sn adej Jeyyy swajqoid
ulgw Yyl ‘Aes ‘aar A[2s1031d J1BYM SOA[ISINO HYSB 01 IABY dpy 9B
A543 1eym pajuels J0j Buryel jou ‘sfuryl Joyro Suowe ‘sueaul 1ey J,

‘2180 Y3m swaqoLd 1no 3E[NULIOY 03 PAJINDIT 38 3m [ J0 3811

é:ziizii 5T
Aq de3s poylawr pasodoud siyy ydnoiyz o3 03 ayi] pinom [ ‘adueyo
Jo uswadeuew 3yl 1oy A3ojopoylaw B PIj[ed 3 IYSTW jeym
sasodoad u: jutod Junuaels jeyd wol,[| pasoidwt 5q Kew 31 moy

ﬁb pue 31 (uim FUOIM ST 18UM J5A0ISIP 01 A[[EDNLID 1 UIEX3(T)

datTeY) PUE ‘SIA[ISINO PUL) Im YOIYm UT AJ1[e3l [BIOOS BY) W01 1aL3s D

S JR S

oM jeyld v—JCwEEOUU.« Ur: IsiXa 03 MC—OM I9A3U v_ pue 38iX9o >:N3uum

10U $30p 18Y1 siiejje jo 31ers ArewiSews ue uo yoeosdde 1o Suiseq
JO PB2ISUY "A[2J1IU2 BUD{UIYI INO WL} WY} djeulwIp—siutidan|y
21 DJRUIWID PINOYS 9M JBYM JBY) SI UOBEPUIWIWO0AL § 1addo ]

oage\ uelig



Bryan Magee

one who was a professional politician for 'nearly 10 years 1 can
assure vou that the thought processes involved do not come easily
to many politicians; indeed, some have serious difficulty in under-
standing them even when they are explained. If Popper’s princi-
ples seem obvious to a phil()sophy ortented audience it is because
they are so rational, so congruent with situational logic. That is a
powerful recommendation for them, but alas, it has not yet
brought about their general acceptance or even comprehension.
"The task of actively promoting them still requires adherents.

Other critics may object that the whole approach is too cautious
and therefore too slow. We haven’t got time for all that talk, they
_may say: 1t’s a_luxury we can’t afford. lTo this [ believe the best
reply is that of all pOSSIble polmcal methods this is the one most
likely to maximize the extent to which change remains under ratio-
nal control. Attempts to short-circuit processes of criticism are
almost bound to lead more error, and therefore more cost, and also
more in the way of unintended consequences. "T'here may indeed
be more change, but disconcertingly much of it, too much, will not
be in the required direction. This turned out to be one of the sys-
tematic shortcomings of centralized planning, and led in practice
to its becoming almost invariably associated with systematized
lying. Of course one cannot go on talking for ever. Decisions have
to be made. But a debate that is genuine discussion and not just
waffle or delaying tactics, although it may take time now, will save
‘more than time later on.

The approach advocated by Popper is a broad recipe for effeL—
tive and successful problem-solving. As such it has a general appli-
cation to most practical affairs, not only to politics but to adminis-
tration in any form, and also to business. People familiar with his
philosophy of science and his more general theory of knowledge
will have noted already that it instantiates his formula for prob-
lem-solving in those fields:

P,—»TS—EE-P,

where P, is the initial problem, TS the trial solution proposed to
this problem, EE the process of error elimination applied to the
trial solution, and P, the new situation thus arrived at, with 1ts new
and sometimes unexpected problems. In fact the relationship
between Popper’s methodology of politics and his theory of
knowledge is so close that it is worth our going on now to look at
some specific features that they have in common,

" First, Popper regards himself in both fields as '1ddressmg not a
static or stable state of affairs but a process of change, and he sees
the main challenge as being how to manage change, in one case the
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growth of knowledge, in the other ongoing social development. In
both cases he sees the demands this makes on us as consisting
above all else of problem-solving. [In both cases, therefore, he
thinks we should start from the careful analysis and understanding
of problems, and not leap straight away to what is in fact the sec-
.ond stage, the proposal of trial solutions.

In politics solutions, real or attempted, are normally called’ poll—
ctes”Every reputable polmcal or social policy is a proposed solu-
tion to a problem; and we always need to be clear about the prob-
lem before we can propose the solution. We must always be able to
ask of a policy: F’I o what problem is this the solution?’ ‘If there is
no problem to which a given policy is a solution then the policy is

- superfluous, and therefore harmful, if only because it consumes

resources to no purpose. Policies which are not solutions to any
identifiable problem are part of the common currency of so-called
Committees are especially good at producing
them. I have stopped many a committee meetmg dead 1n its tracks
by asking the question: “To what problem is this the solution?’
The whole notion that you can start with policies is deeply erro-
neous, and very damaging in practice. One of the forms it takes is
starting from a blueprint, because of course a blueprint is a pro-
posed solution; but it takes many other and more mundane forms.

It is essential to start from problems, and to arrive at the formu]a- -

tion of each policy only as a solution to a problem.|

According to Popper, in both polmcq and the growth of knowl-
edge, Emcmmhs the most effective agent of desirable change, and
must therefore be not only free but welcomed, and acted upon. We
can never be in a position to know that we have got things right;
our formulations and policies are always open to improvement;
therefore any notions of certainty or unquestionable authority are
not only out of place but damaging. The best we can do, like the
best of our knowledge, is the best only for the time being, and in
the prevailing circumstances. It is always, in principle, improv-

In practice this attitude ought to breed a respect for political
opponents, and a willingness to learn from them. In all the democ-
racies | know, politicians lag behind the public on this matter.
They would be more, not less, popular with their electorates if
they were more willing than they are to admit error, and they
would also be more, not less, popular if they were more willing
than they are to admit that their opponents are quite often right.

The Popper approach constitutes a programme for pr ictical and
rational nnproxement and the usual word for that in politics is
‘reform’: so it is ﬂ(methodolog\ of reform IBut it leaves open the
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question of how quick or slow reform should be, the even mare
important question of how radical it should be, and the most
important question of all, namely what it should consist of. This
makes it an approach that can be adopted by anyone on the politi-
cal spectrum between those who want no change at all and those
who want revolution. What this means in practice is that it can be
adopted by anyone committed to democratic politics: so it is also
what you might call a methodology for democracy.!It so happens
that the youngish Karl Popper who wrote The Open Society and Its
Enemies in the late 1930s and early 1940s had always been left of
centre, and throughout the whole of his adult life up to that point a
strongly, emotionally committed social democrat. But like so many
people he moved to the right in middle age, and by the time of his
death would have been accounted a conservative by most people—
though to the end of his days he continued to regard himself as a
liberal in the classic sense of the word, meaning somcone who puts
individual liberty first among the political values. My point s that
his basic approach is one that can be adopted by anyone commit-
ted to democratic politics, from the extreme democratic left to the
extreme democratic right, which indeed was the gamut that
Popper himself passed through.

Having said that, though, the point has to be made that the
Popperian approach sits most comfortably with a left-of-centre
position, the sort of position Popper himself occupied when he
produced it. This is because it gives rise naturally to a radical atti-
tude towards institutions. It 1s not only policies that have to be
seen as attempts to solve problems: institutions do too. A country’s
education system is its solution to the problem of how to educate
its young; its armed forces are its solution to the problem of how to
defend itself; its health services are the its solution to the problem
of what public provision to make for those of its citizens who need
medical help; and so on and so forth. Just as in the case of policies,
an institution that is not a solution to any problem is superfiuous—
indeed, it is that condition that renders institution$ obsolete. And
hecause an institution is a practical solution to a problem, so long
as it has a real function it is capable of being more cffective or less,
more satisfactory or less, more comprehensive or less, more expen-
sive or less, more popular or less, and so on. The Popperian
approach involves subjecting institutions to a permanently critical
evaluation inorder to monitor how well they are solving the prob-
lems they exist to solve—and involves moreover a permanent will-
ingness to change them in the light of changing requirements. I
have always taken the famous dictum of Jesus of Nazareth “The
Sabbath was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath’ to mean
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that’wg_shou]d bend institutions to fit human beings] not human
beings to fit institutions; but this 1s at odds, I do believe, with
some of the basic attitudes common to political conservatism,
which include a reverence for institutions as such, a deep-seated
unwillingness to change them, and a readiness rather to let their
requirements override personal considerations, There is no logical
incompatibility, but there is, I think, a certain psychological
uncomfortableness in combining a Popperian approach to the
requirements of institutional change with a typically conservative
emotional attachment to existing institutions. The only kind of
conservative with whom the two can sit comfortably together are
those of the radical right, politicians like Margaret Thatcher,
whose approach to traditional institutions was in fact highly dis-

ruptive,

The permanent monitoring of institutions to see if they are #ot
performing as required, and the permanent monitoring of the
implementation of policies to sec if they are having undesirable
consequences, are activities—and reflect a cast of mind—that come
much more readily to radicals, of left and right, than they do to
traditional conservatives.| They also run counter to the way people
working in institutions, especially those with authority, tend nor-
mally to behave. The normal tendency is to cover up organization-
al and administrative failures as much as possible, and to resist fac-
ing even to oneself the fact that one’s activities are not having the
desired effects. The Popperian approach, which requires one
actively to seek out failures and shortcomings and do something
about them, calls for a degree of intellectual honesty from politi-
cians and administrators, as it does from scientists, that does not
come to them at all easily, and constitutes a disconcerting personal
challenge. What provides the incentive to meet this challenge is
the higher success rate that results from doing so.

In fact a thoroughgoingly problem-solving approach has many
practical advantages, perhaps even more in politics than in science.
It is far easier to get agreement on problems than on solutions, and
a government that starts from the problem—Ilet us say, to take a
small but emotive example, the problem of what to do about the
number of homeless people sleeping rough on the streets of
London—and then shows itself open to alternative possible solu-
tions will probably have not only a higher degree of practical suc-
cess than one that starts with the answer, in other words a policy;
it will also enjoy more support and goodwill, even from those who
disagree with what it eventually does. [n a democracy a great deal
of electoral advantage is to be had from a problem-solving
approach, because people will feel that they have been brought in.
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And of course, if I may be forgiven for stating the obvious, a
problem-solving approach directs one's attention to problems, and
makes doing something about them the first priority. It protects
one from being seduced into trying to build Utopia; and yet it does
not eastly allow one to relapse into complacency: or inactivity,
One's energies are channelled not into constructing ideal models
but into removing avoidable evils. Popper encapsulates the first
rule of thumb he recommends for public policy in the words
‘Minimize avoidable suffering.’ Psychologically it is a different
approach from that. of crusading for ideals, to which so many
political activists are dedicated: it is more practical, and nearly
always more fruitful. In any case the two are not necessarily
incompatible. I am not opposed to idealists as such, but I do
regard them with the gravest of suspicion. It is a fact that social
evils have been perpetrated by idealists in our century on a simply
stupendous scale that includes the deliberate murder of tens of
millions of men and women and the herding of tens of millions
more into forced labour camps (I am thinking not only of the
Soviet Union but also of China, where the numbers involved may
have been greater). These things could not possibly have been
done by people who had adopted ‘Minimize avoidable suffering’ as
their guiding principle. But they were done by idealists, and con-
doned all over the world by other idealists, more often than not
with a sense of moral self-righteousness accompanied by savage
denunciations of anyone who criticized what they were defending.

A point Popper makes which I stress more than he does is the
unavoidability of unintended consequences. I stress them because
they often dominate practical politics—as they soon came to do in
all communist societies, for example. An awareness of them also
immunizes us against enthusiasm for any form of centralization,
especially centralized planning. To anyone engaged in practical
affairs, business as well as politics, they are of never-ceasing
importance. Only on someone divorced from reality can they fail
to impinge.

Political lessons to be learnt from Popper are not confined to the
problem-solving approach and its method. He has certain large-
scale perceptions about politics that seem to me right and impor-
tant although unfashionable. For instance, he perceives clearly that
the societies in which we in the West are living in the 1900s are by
all real (as against ideal) standards—that is to say by all the stan-
dards of past experience—exceptionally non-violent, as is the
international scene as a whole. He also sées that for the great
majority of men and women in the democratic West life is better
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now than it has ever been before, not only materiaily but in the
most important non-material ways, for example health, education,
and cultural opportunity. He therefore sees clearly that the cultur-
al pessimism so fashionable today, when intellectuals and artists
are saying on all sides that we live in a uniquely terrible and vio-
lent time, presents more or less the opposite of the truth. T suspect
that the illusion it represents has been brought about partially by
the collapse of the historicist, progressivist illusions that were held
earlier in the century by a great many of the same people, and to
which Popper was equally opposed. On the face of it, it is peculiar
that so many individuals who for decades believed with a kind of
religious intensity that everything was getting better are now
equally certain that everything is getting worse. But both attitudes
are holistic and uncritical, and meet what seem to me primarily
religious emotional needs. The fact is that the liberal democracies
of the West are the only large societies in the whole of human his-
tory in which the great majority of the people have enjoyed not
only material prosperity and literacy but also what have come to be
known as fundamental human rights. This is a very recent histori-
cal phenomenon, and it 1s a wonderful thing. Even so, there is no
contradiction at all between seeing this clearly for what it is and at
the same time trying to improve these societies, and for that pur-
pose adopting a radical and essentially critical stance in their polit-
ical and social affairs. It happens to be the position 1 myself have
always occupied, independently of Popper, and it is what first
drew me to his work, before I knew anything about his epistemol-
ogy or his philosophy of science.

Another overall perception of Popper’s which I share is that
equality of outcomes is not a desirable social goal. It took me a
long time to learn this lesson, and when [ did it was not from
Popper but from my poor constituents in East London. They were
almost entirely without social envy, which I came through them to
realize is a largely middle class phenomenon anyway. They wanted
a better deal for themselves—better wages, better houses, better
schools for their children, and so on—but had no desire to pull
down anyone who was better off. On the contrary, they actively
rejected any such attitude; it ran counter to some of their most
basic aspirations, more often for their children than for them-
selves. And they saw it as incompatible with elementary personal
freedom. They were right in this. And it was also Popper’s view.
He once said that if a form of socialism could have been discovered
which was compatible with personal freedom he would still be a
socialist.

Another general attitude of Popper’s that [ loudly applaud in his
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hostility to the tyranny of fashion in all its forms—the idea that we
have to do certain things, or do things in certain ways, because
these are the 1990s, and that we really have no choice, in that any-
thing else is contrary to the spirit of the times, and therefore inap-
propriate, perhaps even inauthentic. This error is at its most pre-
dominant and destructive in the world of the arts, but it operates
in politics too. In Britain after World War Two we had years of
uncritical commitment to Keynesian economic management fol-
lowed by uncritical commitment to monetarism; we had an uncrit-
ical belief in nationalization followed by an uncritical belief in pri-
vatization. Town planners guided by what they took to be the spirit
of the times devastated the centres of many of Britain’s most beau-
tiful towns during the 1960s and 1970s, and corralled the poor of
the inner cities into tower blocks. Anyone who opposed these
developments at the time was denounced as conservative or reac-
tionary, fuddy-duddy, out of date. Popper has always believed in
cither fighting or ignoring such tides of opinion. He sees them as
forms of what another kind of philosopher would call ‘false con-
sciousness’, and as ways of evading responsibility for our own
decisions and our own actions. Insofar as we go along with them
we are enemies of our own freedom. We can do whatever we can
do, and it 1s up to us to do the best we can.

One of Popper’s specific proposals that I think has great merit is
that it should be accepted internationally as a fundamental princi-
ple that no existing frontier is to be changed except by peaceful
negotiation. The point here is that nearly all the national frontiers
in the world were established by force, usually either imposed on
the vanquished by the victors in war or imposed on colonized peo-
ples by imperialist powers; therefore if the fact that a frontier has
been imposed without the consent of one of the parties is to be
accepted as an excuse for that party to use violence to get it
changed there would be justified wars breaking out all over the
world all the time, several on each continent. This cannot be
acceptable to the international community now. Existing frontiers,
constituting as they do actually existing political reality, must be
regarded by the United Nattons as operative no matter how they
were arrived at, and must be guaranteed by whatever international
peace-keeping forces there are, unless a majority of those whose
frontiers they are wish to change them by peaceful means.

Up to this point | have been endorsing Popper’s approach and
commending it to you. And the truth is I do believe it provides
working politicians with rules of thumb of the utmost usefulness.
But it does have, inevitably, limitations and shortcomings. The
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chief limitation is that, being a methodology, it is almost entirely
about method and not about content. The most pressing question
facing the individuals who have to take important decisions is
nearly always ‘What should we do now?’ Everyone else can stand
back from that question and then criticize the way things are done,
but the decision-makers themselves cannot. Only rarely does the
Popperian approach help them towards an answer. This fact has
recently come to the fore in the former communist countries of
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. To an extent rare in history:
they have found themselves with opportunities to' build a new
society that is radically different from the one they had before.
Popper’s philosophy offers them first-rate guidance about how to
do things, but very little about what'to do. What kind of local gov-
ernment, if any, do they want: at what level, how constituted, and
with what powers? What kind of education system do they want,
what sort of schools, how organized, by whom, teaching what?
How much welfare state do they want, and in what areas—and
how much can they actually afford: how is it to be administered,
how funded? It is questions like these that constitute most of the
content of large-scale practical politics.

In any case, most politics is not large-scale. When I became a
Member of Parliament and began spending my days in the House
of Commons among hundreds of other MPs, I was struck by the
fact that, among themselves, they scarcely ever discussed the sort
of political or social questions thrashed out in pubs and debating
societies, like are we in favour of the return of the death penalty, or
censorship, or nationalization. The questions that held them in
thrall were much more like: ‘If we raise the widow’s pension by
half a percentage point where are we going to find those extra mil-
lions of pounds? They would have differing views about such
questions, and would argue heatedly, but these mostly were the
sorts of questions they would be arguing about. And it is
inevitable that these are the sorts of questions that day-to-day gov-
ernment has to concern itself with. It is seldom that Popper’s work
offers much guidance with them.

This in itself is not a criticism of Popper, because he is not talk-
ing to us on that level. From a philosopher a politician must expect
strategic, not pragmatic, guidance. What [ am drawing attention to
is not a shortcoming but a limitation. It is, however, one that prac-
tical politicians are likely to be a lot more conscious of than other
people.

Practical politicians are only for a very small part of the time
concerned with putting principles into practice. Most of the time
they are struggling to make the best they can of difficult, messy
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and uncontrollable situations. T will give you an example of this
that involves a conflict between me and Popper personally. 1 have
already mentioned his conviction that the international community
should impose an iron refusal to allow existing frontiers to be
changed by force, and have given his reasons for it. Well, when the
military junta then governing Argentina invaded the Falkland
Istands, for which Britain was responsible in international law, and
de facto war began, he telephoned me at the House of Commons in
great passion, wanting me to urge the British Government to
declare war formally on Argentina. I refused. What I said to him
went roughly as follows. ‘I agree that the Argentinians absolutely
must be made to leave, by negotiation if possible but by force if
necessary. And I will vote for the use of force if there is no other
way. But [ want to get them out with the minimum possible harm
to evervone concerned, and I see this as a damage-limitation exer-
cise. T'here happens to be a sizeable British community living per-
manently in Argentina that consists of tens of thousands of fami-
lies, many of whom have been there since the nineteenth century.
They have their own schools and other institutions, as well as their
own homes, businesses and professional practices. If we declare
war on Argentina, the Argentinian government may well intern
them and confiscate their assets. Their whole world will be
destroyed, and in many cases their individual lives will be ruined.
I believe we can get the Argentinians out of the Falkland Islands
without that happening—though only if we don’t declare war.’
Popper, always willing to sacrifice himself to a principle, was
willing to sacrifice others too, and would not-agree with me. Not
only did he continue to telephone me angrily throughout the
Falklands war, always urging the same course of action on me; he
continued to bring the subject up with me for the rest of his life,
always maintaining that he had been right. I am convinced to this
day he was wrong—and not only beeause what I wanted to happen
did in fact happen. I fully acknowledge that it might not have
done. But I am convinced that we were right to try. I re-emphasize
that I was always completely in agreement with Popper that in no
circumstances should Argentina be allowed to get away with the
forcible annexation of the Falkland Islands. He and [ differed only
about how they were to be made to leave. But on this we differed
profoundly. It was not the principle that was in dispute but the
way it should be put into practice. Popper wanted commitment to
the principle to be publicly proclaimed in a formal act: 1 saw this
as unnecessary to the actual implementation of the principle and
almost bound to be seriously damaging. So 1 saw my own

approach as essentially practical and his as essentially theoretical-—
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but far too theoretical, culpably so, too little concerned with the
actual lives of individual men, women and children. And [ have to
say, as an intellectual and academic myself, that I see this fault as
all-pervading in the attitudes of intellectuals and academics to
political and social matters, and as being an extremely serious,
often debilitating fault. Also, having been a professional politician
as well, I find the sense of personal superiority to politicians so
commonly expressed by intellectuals and academics unfounded
and misplaced, self-deluding.

This story of a clash between a political philosopher and a pro-
fessional politician illustrates a point of profoundest importance. I
do not believe that there are many people who hold Popper and his
work in higher regard than I do; and 1 knew him well personally.
As a professional politician I made conscious use of his methodol-
ogy, and found it of extraordinary practical usefulness and fruit-
fulness. Yet any individual who, if only by his vote in an assembly,
has to take responsibility for executive political decisions, is likely
to find himself unable to put Popper’s principles—or anybody
else’s principles, for that matter—into practice in a way that the
originator of the principles would wholly approve of. This is
because practice has unavoidable and compelling exigencies which
theory can never encompass, and which those who are solely theo-
reticians seern only rarely to appreciate—and never fully to under-
stand. But that would be a suhject for a different paper.



